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The primary aim of this study was to ascertain 
whether expectations affect children's performance on a measure 
designed to assess development of understanding of the Minimum 
Distance Principle (MDP) and its exceptions. There were three major 
hypotheses: (1) sentences harmonious with expectation should be more 
easily understood than neutral sentences, and contrary sentences 
should be most difficult to understand, regardless of the verb; (2) 
there should be fewer misinterpretations of sentences using the verb 
"to tell" than of those using the verb "to promise," regardless of 
expectation; and (3) performance should increase with grade level. 
The test population consisted of 14 males and 14 females from each of 
the three levels (K-2) • It was concluded that there seems to be a 
point at which expectations have the greatest effect on performance. 
There were differences between the harmonious and the contrary mean 
on "tell" sentences in kindergarten and grade one^ even though the 
mean number of correct responses was relatively high. In grade two 
there was no such difference, (Author) 
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Children's expectations conceminr; the probable direction of action 
between the subject and object in a sentence have been fomid to affect tlieir 
understanding of passive sentences (Govzie and PoTzers, 1972). Sentences har- 
moiiious idth ejqDectation are easier to understand and sentences contrary/- to 
exocctation are nore difficult to understand than are neutral sentences. 
The prinary ain of the present study vas to ascertain whether e:cpectatioi::s 
also affect children's perfonaance on a neacure dosir^ned to assess develo^)- 
nent of understanding? of the liniimuu Distance Principle (iX»P) and its ex- 
ceptions. 

In most En<^li3h sentences of the fonn 



the second noun phrase, as the noun phrase closer to the conplenent verb, is 
its subject. For example, in '*He told us to write", it is we v;ho are to 
write. Constructions using the verb to pronis^ are an exception to this 
Principle. "He promsed us to vrrite" indicates that it is he who viill xTrite, 
i.e., the first noun phrase, which is further from the cor.ipler*ent, is the 
subject of the corplement verb to i-jrite. 

Children's usarce of the verbs to ask, \jhich can violate the iJDP, to 
pj^OTise, which does violate it, and to tell, which follows the Principle, 
has been investigated by Carol Cli-^rislcy (1969), vjho hypothesised and found 
supportin(^ evidence that children assirrn the wrong subject until they learn 
the structure associated with certain exceptional verbs. Thus, iiany chil- 
dren in her sanplc interpreted sentences vrith psk and vdth pronj se as if they 
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rrieant tell* Chonsky has su^^-estcd that children's "errors" r.ay be due to 
applying the liDP to all sentences of fom {^ ) until they learn the excep- 
tions • 

Buildinf^ on this ;;ork, Krainer, Koff, and Luria (1972) tested the com- 
petence of children and younr: adults (a{^es 3 to 20 years) in usinr^ the verbs 
to ask and to tell. Those subjects who were not corpetent initially (and 
ifao were still available) «;jere reassessed two ye rs later. Improvement v;as 
apparent in all age groups, but no group re-?,ched total conpetence. The na- 
jor difference loted between subjects over age 12 and all jroun'^er children 
Vv^as in the r^ost comon type of error: younger subjects interpreted ask as 
tell, whereas t];e older group assigned the wong subject to the cor.pler:cnt 
verb in sentences using ask. 

In addition to actual co.ip^^tence in using the iDP and its exceptions, 
children's expectations may be influencing their perforTiance vriLth such sen- 
tences. The present study was desirnied to investigate this relationship* 
There were three inajor h;;/potheses: 

(1 ) Sentences hamonious x-riLth expect?:tion should be nore 
easily 'understood ihsn neutral -sentences, and con- 
trarj*^ s(3ntences should be nost difficult, regardless 
of the verb; 

(2) There should be feirer nisinterpretations of sentences 
using the verb to tell than of those usin-? the verb to 
promise, reg-?.rdl8ss of expectation; 

(3) Performance should increase lath grade level. 

Since there was no emoirical basis for predicting a direct relation- 
ship between type of word association (syntagmatic or paradigmatic) and com- 
petence in using the MDP, a question rather than an h;^q)othesis was formu- 
lated, namely, would those children v/ho gave more paradigmatic responses on 
a ;;ord association test make fewer misinterpretations on promise sentences? 
Word associations were of interest because the syntagmatic-paradinniatic 
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shift is one indicator of f^rovrth in linf^iistic facility, and because of the 
possibility of parallel develoonentvil trends, research has shoim that bo- 
tvjeen the ages of 5 and 10 years, children ber^in to f^roup words — - into 
syntactic classes (Broi-m and Berko, I960), or into clusters presimably re- 
lated to mediating responses V-^ntvdsle, et al^, 196U).^ 
PROOSDURE; The expeilr:ental saxiole for both the construction of iratcrials 
and the main study consisted of 26h rdddle-class children in Kinder p;arten, 
grade one and grade t^o attending parochial schools located tov/ard the out- 
skirts of Albany, llev York, and both public and parochial schools in three 
suburban centralized school districts adjacent to that city* 

In order to collect data on expectations so that the instrument for the 
main study could be developed, the verbs pjronisg^ and tell were presented to 
180 children, 60 in each of the three grades in 60 propositions OO of each 
verb)* The children were asked vjhether they thought NP^ or l^^ was more 
likely to promise or to tell the other to carry out the action indicated tv 
the complement verb. Each proposition was potentially reversible, and both 
alternatives viere given, vrith the child choosing the one he or she thought 
would "usually happen". An individual child evaluated only 10 promise and 
10 tell propositions. The order of al** arnatives ^^/ithin each proposition was 
reversed for half of the sar(iple. 

There were three IIP combinations in the propositions: adult-adult. 

Factors influencing responses may be the variety of verbal contexts 
from vMch to draw, the number of associates available (Enrin, 1961), socio- 
economic status, method of administration (intvriLsle and Forsyth, I963), age 
(Brown and ^.erko, I960), school attendance (Sharp and Cole, 1972), and liter- 
acy (Reynolds and Falmatier, 1969)^ 
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child-child, anc: adult-child* Adult-child corbinations in the 21 ijroriisp 
sentences included in the final instruraent appeared 11 tir.cs in Kindcrrar- 
ten, 12 times in grade one, and 11 tines in f^rade 2j in the 21 tell senten- 
ces included, adult-child corJbinations appeared in the identical respective 
frequencies, w'ith r either verb was the choice of child or of adult as sub- 
ject dependent on fjrade, i.e., the nunber of tines each v;as chosen w-as not 
different fron grade to grade, (This vias determined by tests, each 

vathv2- d.f.; for pror^ose, X = 2.983, for tell. X = .002.) The propor- 

of itf S^nteocfS 

tion of tiiaes the child was chosen as subject^ was sioiificantly less than 
0*5 (p< .OOl^binondal Ust on proportions). The O.y? confidence interval 
on the proportion of tines the child v;as chosen as subject ranged fron zero 
to 0.21. Children exoected that adults would tell them xrhat to do (31 of 
3ii sentences) and that they x^ould nake pronises to adults (18 of 3U sen- 
r.ences). 

hLilN STUDY: Subjects for the main study were 1U nales and 1U feraales fron 
each of the three grades. Only those who completed all sections were inclu- 
ded in later analyses of the data. Children giving clang responses on the 
vord association test, or those failipg to respond to any iten on that test, 
were excluded from the sairole. None had to be excluded for failure to re- 
spond to the promise and tell items. 

EaPSRIMDIITAL IMERIALS: Twenty-one prorrd&e and 21 tell sentences were selec- 
ted for each grade from the initial pools of 6or Included in the final in- 
strument were those items ^Aioh were most clearly neutral, in that nearly 
equal nurabers of children chose NP^ and l'IP2 as the actor, and those items 
most clearly reflecting an expectation, in that the majority of children pre- 
ferred one NP over the other as actor. Harmonious sentences reflected the 



preferences of the ri-catcct nunber of children, -ind contraiT^ sentences re- 
flected the preferences of fev;cst ciiild/en. iTiose sentences iind the na-iber 
of childi'cn choosinp, the alterative fonn included in the instriinent are 
listed in Tables I-III» It is apparent fron Table I-a that it v?as inpossible 

Insert Tables I-III aboutjnere 

to find 7 pronise sentences rarely chosen by Kinder^^^rteners U#c#, contrary 
itens)» Expectations of Kindergarteners were less stereot;/ped than those of 
the older children and vxere about evenly divided between rlP^ and 11?^. 

i>even pronise and 7 tell sentences v/ere harnionious, 7 wore neutral, and 
7 vrere contrary to the expectations of children at each f^rade level. Senten- 
ces usin^ prpjrase were arran«?ed randomly vdth respect to expectation, as were 
those nsinjs tell^ 

The vjord association test consisted of 7 verbs, 7 nouns, and 7 adjec- 
tives having single 2r-3.r.iatical functions, as identified by Carroll (1971 )• 
Those were: ask, begin, sit, shut, tell, untie, read; brother, car, day, 
jungle, siren, sky, river; alive, happy, old, sick, stronp, tiny, and won- 
derful. 

Examples of proniisin^ and tellin,'? v;ere discussed with each child, and 
two sample iter.s were presented before each sub-test. Children heard 21 
statements using the verb to. pr.Qinlsg and answered a question related to each 
one, e.g., '^Mother prorrdLses father to bake a cake. V3io will bake the cake?" 
Then the word association test was administered, follovied by 21 iteifns using 
the verb to tell . 

DESIGN: Because sex was a factor in all of the si^aiificant interactions in 
the previous study using e:q>ectations ^Goxrie and Powers, 1972), it, as well 
as type of word association, was a blocking variable. This yielded a 3 x 2 x 
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2x2x3 desifoi \^vade by sex by verb by ty^c of \:ov6 association by ex- 
pectation) vTith repeated neasurcs over the dinensions of verb (prorise and 
tell) and expectation (hiarrionious, neutral, and contrmO* Tne t>ro levels 
of \70vd association (hi^ier and lovrer rates of paracif^^iatic responding;) 
vere detemined by a median split idthin e-'^.ch sex and rrade; therefore, vord 
association was nested vri.thin sex and {^rade. 

H;^ULTS: The results of the analysis of variance are shovm in Table T/, 

Insert^Table IV about here 

Grade was a sicaiificant effect (p<.00l). The Ilevjnian-Keuls procedure 
was applied to investiF^ate differences between the j^rade raeans. Second 
graders answered si^ficantly more questions correctly than did Kinder- 
garteners (p< .01) and more than did first graders (p^* ^0^). 'kindergar- 
ten and first grade means were not sir^iificantly di3"ferent^ 

The verb used in the sentences vas also a sij^ficant effect. Per- 
formance >7ith tell vjas better than with ^o-^se (p<.001). 

The third significant effect was expectation (p^'.OOl): harmonious 
sentences were eas3 2r than contrary sentences (p< .001, Neinnan-Keuls); 
and harmonious and neutral sentences were of equal difficulty. 

Significant interactions were: grade by expectation ip<.025), verb 
by expectation (p< .001 ), and grade by verb by expectation (p< .001 ). 
These are shoim in Slgures 1 throu^ 3 respectively. Tukey*s procedure 
was used to test means in all interactions. 

Insert ?imires 1-3 about here 
DISCUSSIQ-:: The mean number of correct responses for second graders was 

5.56 over all conditions. This level of performance was superior to that 

achieved by Kindergarteners U = U.2U) and first graders vM.TU), whose 

mean scores were statistically identical. Even \n.th a verb as common as 

Q feU^ there wcx^e more errors in interpretation in the two lower gr-des. 

ERIC 



Hypothesis jj vms, therefore, partially conxiir.cd. 

The d?.?ficulty c;:;>ericnccd ^ath the verb prorase relative to tclj. con- 
fimed h:/nothecis 2 and add^d sur^nort to C, Chonslcy's su,^^estion (1569) thnt 
children loam a general pattern of the lan.'^a'-e before Icamin^ an excep- 
tional structure associated v.dth a particular verb. 

Kany children bad not learned hov to use the structure asGoc'.ated vdth 
the verb to pronise, althourh they understood the verb's ncminf^. For example, 
a chila Plr^ht say that "Father vTill proroise rr.other to bake a cake" reflects 
a more conrion state of affairs than does "i:other ;d.ll prorrdse father to bake 
a cake" and yet indicate that it is nother who T-dll do the baJcinft, Tnat is, 
his expectation favors one outcome, based on a ser.antic systen, yet his syn- 
tactic iiTTiatt^rity does not allow hin to express that e:a)Gctation in a f om 
appreciated by an adult speaker. 

Sentences contrary to expectation e?-icited more rdsintc "etations than 
did har^.onious and neutral sentences. The latter two levels of c^q^ectation 
were not si^mificantly different, possibly indicating that expectation is 
an indi-,ddual difference. Sentences were classified according to the ex- 
pectations of the majority of children interviewed. Most children said, for 
exomple, that father rather than mother would paint the fence, and, therefore, 
a sentence reflecting that expectation viould have been classified as harmo- 
nious. The rare child viho honestly believed that mothers paint fences more 
often was actually encountering a contrary, not a harmomous sentence when 
hearing that item. Therefore, measurement of the effects of expectations 
was confounded for that child. 

The grade by expectation interaction is shov/n in Pirjure 1 . The moan 
scores in the neutral and contrary conditions in Kinderf:?.rten (U#05 and 1;.09) 
are statistically equal. Hox^ever, all other means are i-i^rjiificantly different 

O 
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fron each other. In Kindergarten har::onious sentences ',;ere o?.sient, but in 
the rther tvo r;raoes the pattern chan^^ed so thp.t neutral sentences ^''ere easi- 
est, hr^.rnonious iter.s vere of riddle difficulty, and contr-iy itc. ,s v^re 
most difficult. 

The equality of Kinderf^-irten rieans in the neutral and contrary- conditions 
nay be related to the difficulty in classifying* prorlse sentences ^ath re- 
gard to expectation (cf. Table I-a). :-iowever, this difficulty i;as not en- 
countered in the tv;o other ?^rades, and it does not provide hints as to the 
reasons for neutral sentences' beinfj easier than harraonious in the upper 
grades. 

Analysis of the verb by expectation interaction (cf. Fipaire 2) dis- 
closed that the follo\7in?; neans were equal: prordse-contrary and promise- 
neutral; tell-contrary and tell-neutral; and pronise-harraonious and promise- 
contrary. All other neans \^ere si<?iiricantly different. The greatesl, dif- 
ference bet\jeen verbs vras in the hamonious condition, follovied by neutral 
and contrary. It is curious that the predicted order of difficulty v;as 
essentially supported by the data from the telJ. sentences, i#e., those in 
accordance with the general pattern in the language, but that the order was 
disrupted by the exceptional verb to proinise* 

Possibly worthy of raention is the sinilarity between the graph of this 
interaction and the verb by expectation interaction in grade one CPlg. 3). 
The same pattern is apparent in both, and the same raeans are significantly 
different — to this extent the graphs are identical. Kindergarten and grade 
two seem to "balance" each other so that the grade one pattern is the sane 
as the overall pattern. This implies an extreinely orderly progression in the 
development of facility vath Promise and tell. 

ERIC 
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Figure 3 depicts the frrade by verb by expectation interaction. The 
three r.ocns fror: nronise sentences uere not different in Kinder-^nrtcn (:iar- 
riOnious^?.;»6, :;cutral=2.71 , Contrary-3.lB). (The critical ran^e for ;r.eans 
to be si'^ficantly different ^.;os 0.967.) The cxoocted nean naniber of correct 
responses on seven ite.ns izith t;:o alternatives, if selection of each alter- 
native v/ere on a purely rrjidorn basis, is 3.5 • The Kinderf^arten prOiiase 
means were all belov; this chance level. The replication is that Kinderf^er- 
teners are not "raking rdstakes", but are follovrijir; a rule different from 
the adult practice. 'Because of the forinat of the instrument, it is iiipos- 
sible to know whether they assif^ied the vrrong subject to the conpler'sent verb 
or interpreted proro ise as tell. In either case, their responses were sys- 
teinatically different from the adult norm. 

Kinderf^arteners ' performance vath tell v/as affected by expectation as 
predicted: hamonious sentences vrere eas'er than neutral and contrary itens 
(H=6#68, 1I=5#39, C=5.00). 51rst t^raders also scored sicmficantly hi^^her 
on tell sentences hamonious vdth (expectation (6.71 ) than on contrai^^ senten- 
ces (^•^O).- Performance v)?s facilitated ^vhen sentences were in accordance 
with children's expectations and was hindered TThen they were discordant. 

V/ith proiiasje the highest level of achievement in first grade was found 
in the neutral condition (3.89 ). This was different from the mean score in 
the harmonious condition (2.86 ) but not in the contrary condition (3.39). 
None of these is different from the chance level (3.^). 

In grade two, performance T-ath woirn,se was the same across levels of 
expectation (H=lu21, II=U.Ii3, C !i.21 ), as was performance \rith tell (H=6.89, 
N=6. 93, C=6.68). Since the meai score on tell sentences is near the maximum 
possible, it seems that expecta*don introduces "'ittle, if any, confusion once 
mastery has been achieved. Althoufjh the second grade x^romise means across 
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levels of e:cpectaticn arc statistically the s?r.e, those neans vX=lt#28) are 
nov.iiere near the r.oxiniiir.. 

In none of tnc three f^rades v:as there overlap betizecn the pr ordsc reans 
and the tell neans. Kinderr^arteners' perforrance vdth tell and second gra- 
deA*s' perfomance v/ith prordse did overlap, hov/ever, at tvo points: 1) all 
second grade neans on proroise itens and the Kinder^^arten nean on contrary 
tell iter.s fell i-Jithin the same critical range, and 2) tho second grade r.ean 
on neutral promise itens was not different from the Kinderj^arten :'.ean on 
neutral and contrary tell itens. 

C01ICLU3I0I:: There sceris to be a point at ^rfiich expectations have the groatont 
effect on perfomance. There were differences betvjeen the harrr.onious and 
the contrary r:eans on tell sentences in KinderrTarten and ?^ade one, even 
thouf^h the nean number of correct responses ^/as relatively high. In grade 
tV7o there T/as no such difference. 

It would seem that expectation is not yet helping or hinderinf^ usa;^e 
of the verb to prondse in this age group: means in Kindergarten aa well as 
in grade two were equal, and in grade one hamonious and contrary, and 
neutral and contrary means were equal. The F value in the grade by verb 
interaction was less than one, also indicating that prordse -.jas equally 
problematic for all three age groupsj performance with this verb did not 
differ greatly from grade to grade. One suspects that if older children 
were included in the e:qDerimental sar.iple, one would find a stage in which 
the predicted order of difficulty (il< K<C) was supported by the data. 
This should appear before the level of mastery is reached* 

It should also be noted that Carol Chomsky's methodology involved 
having children manipulate objects^ Kramer, Koff, and Loria successfully 
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uscd a directed dialo^e, but hc-d to discard data baaed on subjects' natchir.s 
cf pictures and sentences. The procedure used in the present study v/as en- 
tirely veibal, yet the reneral results are sir.ilar to those of the previous 
two invest! c-ations. It i;ould be interesting^ to conoare an individual child's 
resoonses to tasks usin^^ the verb to prord.se ^fnich \rere presented in differ- 
ent nodes. 
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Vable I-a 



Promise sentences used on criterion measure and number 
of Kindergarteners selecting first noun as subject* 

Harmonious 

13 Father promises Mark to go to the firehouse. 
13 Bill promises Tom to eat lunch now. 

12 The teacher promises John to use a crayon. 
15 Mother promises father to wash the shirt. 

13 The teacher promises John to go to the blackboard. 
13 Father promises mother to wash the dog. 

12 Bill promises Tom to play Softball. 

Neutral 

10 Mother promises Barbara to make the bed. 

10 Mark promises father to close the door. 

10 Tom promises Bill to come right back. 

10 Mother promises Barbara to stand up. 

9 Barbara promises mother to come home early. 

9 Bill promises Tom to color the picture. 

10 John promises the teacher to sit on the chair. 

Contrary 

8 Father promises mother to polish the shoes. 

9 Barbara promises mother to drink the milk. 
9 Sue promises Nancy to push the swing. 

7 Father promises Mark to clean the fish tank. 
9 Mark promises father to set the table. 

8 Father premises mother to take out the garbage. 
6 Father promises mother to bake a cake. 



* Maximum possible = 20. 



Table I-b 



Tell sentences used on criterion measure and number 
of Kindergarteners selecting first nouns as subject* 

Harmonious 

15 The teacher tells John to answer the question. 

13 Father tells Mark to go outside. 

14 Father tells mother to wash the floor. 
14 Father tells Mark to water the garden. 

14 Mother tells Barbara to listen carefully. 

16 The teacher tells John to put on a coat. 
16 Mother tells father to fix the chair 

Neutral 

10 Bill tells Tom to send the letter. 

10 The teacher tells John to put away tae papers. 
9 Tom tells Bill to brush the dog. 

11 Sue tells Nancy to hang up the picture. 
9 Barbara tells mother to dry the dishes. 

10 John tells the teacher to read a story. 

10 Mother tells Barbara to look at the picture. 

Contrary 

6 Father tells mother to mow the lawn. 

5 John tells the teacher to talk louder. 

8 Nancy tells Sue to play on the teeter- totter . 

7 Tom tells Bill to play marbles. 

7 Father tells mother to paint the fence. 

8 Mark tells father to play a game. 

7 Tom tells Bill to stand on the book. 



* Maximum possible = 20. 



Table Il-a 



Promise sentences used on criterion measure and numb^ 
of first graders selecting first noun as subject* 

Harmonious 

14 Father promises Mark to clean the fish tank. 
14 Father promises Mark to go to the firehouse. 
17 The teacher promises John to :ake attendance. 
13 Mother promises Barbara to come home early. 
13 Mother promises Barbara to sharpen the pencil. 
16 Mother promises father to wash the shirt. 
13 Tom promises Bill to play softball. 

Neutral 

10 Barbara promises mother to stand up. 

10 John promises the teacher to sit on the chair. 

11 Mother promises father to polish the shoes. 

10 Mother promises father to bake a cake. 

11 Nancy promises Sue to watch Sesame Street. 

10 John promises the teacher to open the window. 

11 Mark promises father to wash the dog. 

Contrary 

7 Mother promises father to wash the dog. 

6 Bill promises Tom to come right back. 

7 Sue promises Nancy to bring in the book. 

8 Mother promises Barbara to make the bed. 

8 John promises the teacher to use a crayon. 

8 Father promises Mark to close the door. 

7 Bill promises Tom to color the picture. 



* Maximum possible = 20. 



TabJe II~b 



Tell sentences used on criterion measure and number 
of first graders selecting first noun as subject* 

Harmonious 

20 The teacher tells John to answer the question. 
17 The teacher tells John to put away the papers. 

14 Father tells mother to wash the floor. 
17 Mother tells father to mow the lawn. 

16 Father tells Mark to go outside. 

17 Mother tells Barbara to listen carefully. 

15 Mother tells Barbara to dry the dishes. 

Neutral 

10 Sue tells Nancy to stop talking. 

11 Nancy tells Sue to play on the teeter-totter. 

10 Tom tells Bill to climb the tree. 

11 Bill tells Tom to '-rush the dog. 
9 Mark tells father cO play a game. 

9 Bill tells Tom to stand on the box. 

10 Mother tells Barbara to look at the picture. 

Contrary 

3 Barbara tells mother to pick up her room. 

3 Mark tells father to eat the cookies. 

5 Mark tells father to water the garden. 

6 John tells the teacher to talk louder. 

4 Mark tells father to ride the bike. 

3 Father tells mother to paint the fence* 

2 John tells the teacher to put on a coat. 



* Maximum possible = 20. 



Table Ill-a 



Promise sentences used on criterion measure and numb 
of second graders selecting first noun as subject* 

Harmonious 

15 Father promises Mark to go to the firehouse, 

15 Barbara promises mother to sharpen the pencil. 

16 Barbara promises mother to come home early. 
12 Mark promises father to set the table. 

14 Barbara promises mother to make the bed. 

14 John promises the teacher to use a crayon. 

15 The teacher promises John to go to the blackboard. 

Neutral 

11 Mother promises father to polish the shoes. 

9 John promises the teacher to take attendance. 

10 Nancy promises Sue to look at the 'bird. 

9 Tom promises Bill to color the picture. 

10 Tom promises Bill to come right back. 
9 Mother promises Barbara to stand up. 

11 Mother promises father to wash the dog. 

Contrary 

7 Tom promises Bill to play Softball. 

4 Father promises Mark to wash the dog. 

5 Father promises mother to wash the shirt. 

8 Tom promises Bill to shoot the water pistol. 

5 Mother promises father to take out the garbage. 

7 Father promises Mark to close the door. 

7 Father promises mother to bake a cake. 



* Maximum possible = 20. 



Table Ill-b 



Tell sentences used on criterion measure and number 
of second graders selecting first noun as subject* 

Harmonious 

18 Mother tells father to mow the lawn. 

18 Mother tells Barbara to listen carefully. 

18 Father tells Mark to water the garden. 

20 The teacher tells John to put away the papers. 

19 Mother tells father to fix the chair. 
19 Mother tells father to paint the fence. 
19 Father tells Mark to ride the bike. 

Neutral 

9 Sue tells Nancy to stop talking. 

9 Tom tells Bill to brush the dog. 

11 Sue tells Nancy to play on the teeter-totter. 

9 Tom tells Bill to play marbles. 

lU Tom tells Bill to climb the tree. 

9 Nancy tells Sue to feed the fish. 

11 Mother tells Barbara to look at the picture. 

Contrary 

1 John tells the teacher to answer the question. 

0 Mark tell father to go outside. 

1 Barbara tells mother to dry the dishes. 

2 Mother tells father to wash the floor. 
2 Mark tells father to eat the cookies. 

0 John tells the teacher to put on a coat. 

0 Barbara tells mother to pick up her room. 



* Maximum possible = 20. 



Table IV 
Analysis of Variance 
Grade X Sex X Word Association X Verb X Expectation 
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Total 503 



*p <.10 
**p ^ . 025 
***p / .001 



